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Claims 1-4, 6, 8 20, 23 and 25-26 arc pending in this application. By this A mendment, 
dainiN 1,9, 10, 12, 13, 17, 23. 25 ana 26 are amended, and claims 5 and 24 arc canceled without 
prejudice or disclaimer fo the subject matter set forth therein. 

No new mntter is presented by this Amendment. Support for the amendments may be 
found, for ex^miplc, in die Abstract, the previously presented claims, paragraphs 0038 and 0049 
and in the drawings of the published patent application US 2003/0105981 . The claims are 
amended to further recite features of the invention. Applicant respecLluIly requests 
reconsideration of the application. 

A. I he 35 U,S.C, §102 Reieclions 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-4, 6, 9-19, "23, and 24 under 35 U.S.C\ 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Scjuicr el ah (US 7 J 88 J 8 1 ). Claim 1 is amended ro iwite iht: features of prior 
claim 5. Arguments for the allowability of claim 1 are provided in the subsequent section relutine 
to Die rejections under 35 U.S,C. §103. Claim 23 is amended to rcciie the fcaturciJ of prior claim 
24. Claim 23 now recites: 

"the first system inputting information from iha second system, and in response, the first 
system outputling, in the second system, a determination tiiat the first system has a valid 
session credential for the client at the lirst system, and the second system cflecting 
successful authentication so as to grunt access, to the further protected resource on the 
second system, to the client based on the dctcnnination from the first system that the 
client has a valid session credential with the llrst systenV* 

On page 3 the OffJce Action asserts that this method is allegedly taught by Squier. 

Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. Although the Office Action rejects claim 23, the 

Office Action does not recite a particular portion of Squire lhat teaches these specific method 
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sleps. 

AppliCiW submits that these iiiclhcKl sfeps arc not taugliL by rhe portions of Squire 
generally citedr nor the figures referenced ihcrcin. for example, both figures 2A and 2B. as 
dcijcribed in the portions of Squire ciicd in the Office Action, dcinuniJlrate that the 
authentication process described jn Squicr is complete once the client's credentials with the 
destination server anc cslablishecl: "and the user can now freely access Hcj-viccs on the 
destination scr-vcr^' (column 6 lines 5^-60), For example, the finality of the method jjs taught by 
Squire is further evidenced by the step *'Done" after step 220 in Figure 2B. Thus, Sqtiicr does 
not teach any further communication of credentials between systems once the user has achieved 
access. 

Amended claim 23, however, recites additional sleps after the client is granted access. 
The method accomplishes the val idation of credentials on a first system "based on the 
determination from rhe second system that the client has a valid session credential with the 
second system." Then, claim 23 recites: "rhe first system outputting, to the second system, a 
dcierminalion that the first system has a valid session civ.dcntial lor the client at the first 
system/' This portion of the claimed melhi>d recites where the first system tiotifies another 
server of the client's credentials on the first system. Squier does not teach the interreliitiotiship 
of ifiis step in the method with the other various features of claim 23. Therefore, Applicant 
submits that such an output as iv-t-iled in claim 23 is not taught by Squier. 

Amended claim 23 further recites; "Uie second system eflfccting successful 

authentication. . . based on the determination from the first system that die client has <1 valid 

session credential with the first sysleiii/* Squier does not reach Ltiat the second system (that 
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inittajly possessed a basis i'oi aulhentigafron of the cliciil) would subscqueally base its 
determination of authcnticitlii>n of ihe client on the aullientication detcraiination subsf^juently 
leceiveU from ihti first systf:rn. 

Accordingly. Applicanl submits that claim 23 is allowable for at (cast tliese reasons, and 
withdrawal of tlic rcjwlion under 35 IJ.S.C. §102 is respectfiilly requested. Applicant further 
submits thai ciaitiis 9, 12-13 and 17 are allowable Ibr similar reasons, and the claims dependent 
on these independent claims are allowable at least for their dependence on allowable claims. 

n. The 35 VSi.C. & 103 Rcieetions 

Claims 5, 8 aiid 20 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentiible over 

Squicr ct aJ. in view of Howard et al. (US 6.5«4,505). As noted above, claim 1 has been 

amended to recite the features of prior claim 5. On page 5 the Ofllce Action rejects prior claim 

5 Its allegedly taught by Squier in view of Howard (see column 6 lines 5 U52 and column 8 

line."; 54-5'/). Applicant respectfully traverses. Amended claim t now recites: 

" directing the client to the. first system to e.stablish a session credential based on 
successful authentication at llie//>i7 .tv.v/cwi, after dcit-nnining that the client does not 
have a valid session credential granted by the scvond system" 

The Office Action alleges tliai the citetl portion of Howard teaches: 

"directing the client to the fii^ii system to establish a .scs.sion credential ba.sed on 
.succe.ssfuJ authentication at lite second system, after dclermining that the client docs not 
have a valid session credential granted by ilic second system." 

Applicant respectfully submits that the alleged teaching docs not suppoit the rejection. 

Firstly, the Office Action misquotes the claim language and substitutes "second system" where 

the claim actually rcad.s "first system." 'ITiei-elbre the alleged teaching doe.*! not icach the 

method as lecilcd in claim I Further. Applicant respectfully submit.s that Howai d does not 
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tench "authcnlicaliufi al the first system" as recited in clwim I. The cited porlion of Howard 
teaches how it user is redirected from a desiiiialion server to an authentication server where 
authentication l» achieved and that authentication forms the hasis tor accctis credentials. Claim 
•1 recites a different method where the crcdcmials are based on successful authentication al the 
firyl system. 

Accordingly, Applicant submits lliat claim I is allowable for at least these irasons, and 
withdrawal of Ihc rejection is respectfully requested. AppiicaiU further submits tliat claims 10- 
12 and 20 iire allowable for simiJar reasons^ and the claims dependent on these independent 
clairns arc allowable at least Ibr their dependence on allownble claims. 

Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable^ over Squicr 
ci al. and further m view of Marks cl al. (US 20010054059). Applicant respectfully traverses this 
rejection and submits thai the modification of Squicr in view of Marks would not teach claims 25 
or 26 as currently recited. Accordingly, Applicant submits that claims 25 and 26 are allowable 
and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
€♦ CXjNCIJJSION 

For at least the reasons outlixicU above, Applicant respectfully asseils that the application 
is in condition for allowance, Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the claims are 
respectfully solicited. 

For any fees due in connection wiOi filing ttiis Response Ihe Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge the undersigned^s Deposit Accouni No. 50-0206. 
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Should Ihe ExMmiher believe anything funhcr is desirable in order to place the 
applicalion in even beftcr condition for allowiince, the Examiner is invited to conlHCl Applicant's 
undersigned rcprcsciUaiive at the telephone niiniber Jislod below. 



Respectfully suhmitted, 
HUNTON MvILI^MS 



Jame 



"7^ 

T: Miner 



kmstratiori No. 40,444 



Huntoji & Williams 

1900 K Street, Suite 1200 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1100 

(202)955-1500 



Dated: <^>^> V Zoq B 



JRM/ad-snd 1 2 1 8/PTO 01 0408 
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